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ABSTRACT
Identification of Hispanic American Students and Students of
Poverty for Gifted and Talented Programs
For decades, experts have discussed an educational gap between Anglo
Americans and Culturally Diverse Americans. While this gap is apparent in scores on
standardized tests, it is also observed in the underrepresentation of culturally different
students identified for gifted and talented programs.
A PowerPoint presentation was developed to inform both novice and
experienced educators of: (a) current means of identification of gifted and talented
students, (b) demographics that indicate change is needed, and (c) changes that may
reduce the underrepresentation of Hispanic American and impoverished students in
gifted and talented programs. It is the belief of this researcher that, with information and
training, educators can eliminate underrepresentation and better serve all students.

ii

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Chapter

Page

1. INTRODUCTION .......................................
Statement of the Problem ................................
Background of the Problem ...............................
Purpose of the Project ...................................
Chapter Summary .....................................

1
2
2
3
3

2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE ................................
Giftedness Defined ....................................
Identification Process ..................................
Identification Instruments ................................
Aptitude/Intelligence Tests .............................
Achievement Tests ..................................
Portfolios ........................................
Observation/Behavior Checklists .........................
Underrepresented .....................................
Hispanic Americans ....................................
Identification Issues .................................
Possible Manifestations of Giftedness ......................
Possible Resolutions .................................
Students of Poverty ....................................
Identification Issues .................................
Possible Manifestations of Giftedness ......................
Possible Resolutions .................................
Chapter Summary .....................................

4
4
5
7
7
11
12
13
14
15
15
16
17
21
21
22
23
24

3. METHOD .............................................
Target Audience ......................................
Goals and Procedures ...................................
Peer Assessment ......................................
Chapter Summary .....................................

25
25
25
26
26

4. RESULTS .............................................
Introduction .........................................
PowerPoint Presentation .................................
Chapter Summary .....................................

27
27
28
41

iii

5. DISCUSSION ..........................................
Contribution of Project ..................................
Limitations ..........................................
Peer Assessment ......................................
Recommendations for Future Development ....................
Project Summary ......................................

43
44
44
45
45
46

REFERENCES .............................................. 48
APPENDICES ...............................................
A. Observation Form: Teacher Form-Hispanic American ...........
B. SIGS: English ......................................
C. SIGS: Spanish ......................................
D. EOP ............................................
E. Observation Form: Teacher Form-Students Living in Poverty.......
F. E-mails Granting Permission to Include Copyrighted Materials ......

iv

52
52
55
60
65
73
76

Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
Since Ancient Greece, people have been intrigued with the human mind and the
potential of the brain. Plato speculated that the identification of gifted children and the
provision of special training in leadership would prolong the Greek Empire (Sumption
& Luecking, 1960). In the 16th Century, Suleiman the Magnificent sent emissaries
throughout the Ottoman Empire to locate the most intelligent Christian children for
training in the Islamic religion; thus, he created a vast empire which was unchallenged
for centuries. In 1869, Sir Francis Galton wrote, Hereditary Genius, in which he
claimed intelligence was inherited (Eby & Smutny, 1990; Feldhusen, 1985). Thus
began the eugenics movement; the belief that society could be improved through
selective breeding. By 1905, French government officials were so perplexed with the
number of people who moved to the cities from the countryside, and how poorly their
children did in school, that they commissioned Binet to create a test to identify dull
children (Eby & Smutny). This test was brought to the United States and modified by
Terman. The test became known as the Stanford-Binet test. Also, Terman introduced
the term, intelligence quotient (IQ), at this time. This test was used extensively during
the 1920s (Gilman & Kearney, 2004). Wechsler developed his Intelligence Scale for
Children in 1949 (as cited in Gilman & Kearney). Then during the 1970s, there was an
effort to develop culture free IQ tests.
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Statement of the Problem
When Sputnik was launched in 1957, Americans became increasingly aware of
the need to improve education for the most able students (Karnes & Nugent, 2004).
This concern led the members of Congress to pass laws to require the identification of
high ability students and creation of new programs. However, the identification
instruments that have been used have failed to identify many high ability students,
particularly those who are culturally diverse (Ford & Whiting, 2006; Stormont,
Stebbins, & Holliday, 2001; Valencia & Suzuki, 2001). While teachers and researchers
have acknowledged and been aware of this failure, they have been unable to increase the
diversity of students identified for enrollment in gifted and talented programs.
Background of the Problem
During the 18th and 19th Centuries, it was illegal to educate a slave, for an
educated slave was a threat to the institution (Perry, Steele, & Hilard, 2003). This
created a knowledge gap between African Americans and Anglo Americans. After
emancipation, the presence of Jim Crow Laws continued to ensure substandard living
conditions for people of color (Hakim, 2003). This included dilapidated school
buildings, poorly trained and underpaid teachers, and nonexistent resources. In 1954,
Brown took the members of the Topeka, Kansas School Board to court; the case went all
the way to the Supreme Court, because children of color were not admitted to their
neighborhood schools. The Justices of the Supreme Court were unanimous in their
decision to level the playing field and close the educational gap by desegregation of
public schools.
2

Currently, the gap exists as it has for centuries. Students of culturally diverse
backgrounds are overrepresented in special education programs and underrepresented in
gifted and talented programs (Slocumb & Payne, 2000b; Valencia & Suzuki, 2001).
Purpose of the Project
The purpose of this project is to develop a PowerPoint presentation that will
increase teacher awareness of the methods used to identify gifted and talented students,
as well as to provide information and tools to assist in the identification of Hispanic
American students and students of poverty. In addition, this researcher provides
national and local statistics to demonstrate the underrepresentation of these students in
gifted and talented programs. Finally, suggestions on how to increase the identification
of these students are provided.
Chapter Summary
It is this researcher’s position that better informed teachers may be able to
change the underrepresentation of Hispanic American students and students of poverty
in gifted programs. In Chapter 2, Review of Literature, background information about
the instruments used to identify students for gifted and talented programs is analyzed.
Along with this information, a review of the issues faced by these students, possible
manifestations of giftedness in these populations, and potential remedies to their
underrepresentation is provided. In Chapter 3, the methods used to develop an inservice
presentation are presented.
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Chapter 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The purpose of this project was to develop a PowerPoint presentation to better
inform educators about: (a) identification instruments, (b) underrepresentation of
Hispanic American students and students of poverty, and (c) the methods which may be
used to increase the identification of these students. It is the belief of this researcher that
better informed teachers may be able to change the current situation.
Giftedness Defined
Delisle and Lewis (2003) strongly recommended that district personnel define
giftedness before identification begins. Educators may develop a definition that serves
the needs of the community or choose to use one of many already established
definitions.
In Public Law 97-35, the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981
(as cited in Eby & Smutny, 1990), it was stated that gifted children are:
Children who give evidence of high performance capability in areas such as
intellectual, creative, artistic, leadership capacity, or specific academic fields,
and who require services or activities not ordinarily provided by the school in
order to fully develop such capabilities. (p. 94)
The staff of the National Association for Gifted Children (n.d., as cited in Delisle
& Lewis, 2003) defined a gifted child as someone who shows, or has the potential to
show, an exceptional level of performance in one or more areas of expression. A third
definition was offered by Winebrenner (2001) as “those who have ability in one or more
4

learning areas that exceeds grade/age level expectations by two years or more” (p. 9). In
the Marland Report of 1972 (as cited in Cline, Braken, Hopkins, McCoach, & Pyryt,
2004; Delisle & Lewis), giftedness is broken into six components: (a) general ability,
(b) specific academic aptitude, (c) creative thinking, (d) leadership ability, (e) visual and
performing arts, and (f) psychomotor abilities.
Identification Process
Cohen and Spencier (1994) defined assessment as a global term for the
observation, collection, and/or recording of information. Similarly, in the Webster’s
Family Dictionary (Random House Reference, 1998), assessment was defined as “the
act of assessing; appraisal; evaluation” (p. 58). According to these definitions, people
practice assessment and are assessed every day.
There are four assumptions upon which all good identification programs are
based: (a) giftedness exists, and it is recognizable; (b) identification plus program
access nurture giftedness; (c) there must be a commitment to identification; and (d) the
system can be made reliable (Coleman & Cross, 2005). The assessment process of
students for a gifted and talented program must be an organized, systematic, and
ongoing one that seeks to identify students’ needs in order to match those needs to a
program (Landrum, Callahan, & Shaklee, 2001). This process will vary from district to
district; however, the basic steps are: (a) screening/nomination, (b) testing, and (c)
evaluating data (Cohen & Spencier, 1994; Feldhusen, 1985).
During the screening phase, parents and teachers should have an opportunity to
provide information (Cohen & Spencier, 1994; Feldhusen, 1985). Screening should be
5

inclusive and use methods to collect data that are appropriate to the objective of the
program and the student body (Coleman & Cross, 2005; Johnsen, 2004).
There are many forms of assessment which can be employed at this point: (a)
aptitude/intelligence tests, (b) achievement tests, (c) creative tests, (d) nonverbal tests,
and (e) alternative forms (Feldhusen, 1985; Gilman & Kearney, 2004; Roedell, Jackson,
& Robinson, 1980). There is no one correct test nor is there a test which provides a
completely fair and appropriate index of comparison (Roedell et al.). Therefore, the test
should be based on a normative sample similar to the population to which it will be
administered (Johnsen, 2004). Also, school personnel must consider the validity and
reliability of the tests. Validity is the answer to the question, does the test measure what
the publishers claim, and reliability is the answer to, will a student’s results be similar if
the test is administered again after a short period of time (Coleman & Cross, 2005;
Delisle & Gabraith, 2002; Feldhusen, 1985; Landrum et al., 2001). This information
can be found in the test manual (Johnsen) or the Mental Measurements Yearbook (Eby
& Smutny, 1990). Another consideration should be the ceiling of the test; the test will
not provide an accurate picture of a student’s abilities or needs if the ceiling is too low
(Feldhusen; Gilman & Kearney, 2004). Also, the age of the test or the year in which it
was developed should be taken into account (Johnsen; Lohman, 2005). This needs to be
a consideration because norms, ability, and achievement can change with time.
A committee of trained and interested individuals should evaluate the data and
make the final decision (Coleman & Cross, 2005; Eby & Smutny, 1990). This will
allow for varied expertise and a variety of opinions, and the committee members can
6

share the burden of explanation. Some items to consider at this time are: (a) the
standard error of measurement of the test (Eby & Smutny, 1990; Johnsen, 2004); (b) the
possible state of the student during the test session (e.g., emotional, health, and
motivation; Berger, 1980; Cohen & Spencier, 1994; Feldhusen, 1985); (c) any possible
test bias (e.g., handicapped, cultural differences, linguistic differences, low
socioeconomic status; Cohen & Spencier; Delisle & Lewis, 2003; Roedell et al., 1980);
as well as (d) data from other sources (Landrum et al., 2001). If questions still exist,
temporary placement in the program should be made in the student’s favor (Delisle &
Gabraith, 2002).
Identification Instruments
It is important that educators are familiar with the instruments in use (Delisle &
Lewis, 2003) and are able to explain what the scores mean. There are two categories of
instruments; quantitative or statistical and qualitative or alternative (Johnsen, 2004).
Intelligence tests and achievement tests are examples of quantitative assessments, while
portfolios and behavior checklists are examples of qualitative assessments (Johnsen).
Aptitude/Intelligence Tests
Although most intelligence tests have not been standardized with gifted and
talented students, nevertheless, they are used today to identify gifted students (Delisle &
Lewis, 2003) and have earned the respect of many educators (Eby & Smutny, 1990).
Intelligence tests are used to collect data about: (a) a student’s ability to learn rapidly,
(b) the degree to which a student can process information, and (c) a student’s general
ability to reason (Callahan, 2006). While IQ, the result of these tests, is not stable and
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can be influenced to some degree by the environment, IQ is a reasonable predictor of
future school success (Cline et al., 2004; Roedell et al., 1980; Webb, Meckstroth, &
Tolan, 1994). Test detractors have several issues with these tests, for example: (a) the
tests categorize students, (b) the tests place artificial limits on students, (c) the tests are
culturally biased, and (d) the tests diagnose only potential problems (Cohen & Spencier,
1994).
Intelligence tests can be administered individually or to a group of students
(Coleman & Cross, 2005). However, the individual test is more valid (Delisle & Lewis,
2003) and used more often (Coleman & Cross). While intelligence tests are quantitative
in nature; the results are reported in numbers (Johnsen, 2004), a trained psychologist can
provide qualitative data about the student’s behaviors during the test session (Coleman
& Cross; Eby & Smutny, 1990). Culturally and linguistically different, as well as
economically disadvantaged students should take individually administered tests
(Johnsen, 2004), because a psychologist asks the questions of a single student and
records the answer (Eby & Smutny); this eliminates some language issues.
Typically, group intelligence tests are easy to administer and score (Eby &
Smutny, 1990). A teacher administers the paper and pencil test to a group of students.
Then the tests are scored by a computer. These tests are scored based on grade level, not
age, and have lower ceilings than individually administered tests. However, as noted by
Johnsen (2004), group administered tests may be unfair to members of culturally and
linguistically diverse groups because there is more required reading.
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Originally, scores were calculated by dividing the student’s mental age (i.e., the
results of the test) by his or her chronological age and multiplying by 100; currently, the
score is the result of the comparison of a student to the normative sample group (Roedell
et al., 1980). Approximately 3% of Americans have an IQ of 130, and 1% percent have
an IQ of 140 plus (Eby & Smutny, 1990).
According to Eby and Smutny (1990), Gilman and Kearney (2004), and Roedell
et al. (1980), some of the better known intelligence tests are the Stanford-Binet (SB;
1916); and the Wechsler (1949, as cited in Johnsen, 2004). The Stanford-Binet dates
back to 1916 and has gained popularity over time; there are full and abbreviated forms
(Roedell et al.). The test was revised in 2003 (Roid, as cited in Johnsen, 2004), the
result was the SB5 (Coleman & Cross, 2005; Gilman & Kearney, 2004; Johnsen, 2004).
To begin, a trained professional administers two subtests and continues until the student
reaches the ceiling of his or her abilities (Coleman & Cross). Each subtest is one-half
verbal and one-half nonverbal with items designed to: (a) assess fluid reasoning, (b)
knowledge, (c) quantitative reasoning, (d) visual-spatial processing, and (e) working
memory (Gilman & Kearney). The items on the tests range from those which are easy
enough that everyone will answer the question correctly to those so difficult that no one
will answer correctly (Coleman & Cross). This characteristic gives the Stanford-Binet a
higher ceiling than the Wechsler (Webb et al., 1994). The Stanford-Binet can be
administered to individuals as young as 2 and as old as 98 (Coleman & Cross; Roedell et
al.; Webb et al.). While the SB5 is an ideal test for students with high mathematics and
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visual-spatial skills, the SBL&M forms remain a good test for students with high verbal
abilities (Gilman & Kearney).
Like the Stanford-Binet (Roedell et al., 1980), the Wechsler Scale of Intelligence
has many forms. The Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence (WPPSI)
consist of five subtests, which are less reliable than the complete test. The WPPSI was
revised in 2002 (Wechsler, 2002, as cited in Coleman & Cross, 2005; Gilman &
Kearney, 2004). The WPPSI-III is suitable for children between the ages of 2 and 7.
The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC) was revised and renormed in 2003 (Wechsler, 2003, as cited in Coleman & Cross, 2005; Johnsen, 2004).
The test now reports scores in four areas: (a) verbal comprehension, (b) perceptual
reasoning, (c) working memory, and (d) processing speed (Coleman & Cross; Gilman &
Kearney, 2004). While the WISC-IV is a good first choice, the ceiling is insufficient for
highly gifted 6-16 year old children (Gilman & Kearney).
The Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale – Revised (WAIS-R, Wechsler, 1981, as
cited in both Coleman & Cross, 2005 and Gilman & Kearney, 2004) is for students older
than 16. The results of this test are: (a) verbal IQ, (b) performance IQ, (c) full scale IQ,
and (d) a working memory report (Gilman & Kearney). Other intelligence tests include
the: (a) Woodcock-Johnson (Woodcock, McGrew, & Mather, 2001, as cited in Johnsen,
2004); (b) Cognitive Abilities Tests (CogAT; Lohman & Hagen, 2001, as cited in
Johnsen, 2004); (c) Differential Ability Scales (Bennett, Seashore, & Wesman, 1990, as
cited in Cohen & Spencier, 1994; Coleman & Cross, 2005); (d) Kaufman Brief
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Intelligence Test (Kaufman & Kaufman, 1990, as cited in Johnsen, 2004); and (e) Leiter
International Performance Scale (Leiter, 1979, as cited in Cohen & Spencier, 1994).
Achievement Tests
Eby and Smutny (1990) reported that standardized achievement tests, often used
to identify gifted and talented students, were not developed nor validated for this
purpose. These tests measure how well material has been learned (Coleman & Cross,
2005; Johnsen, 2004). Although, these tests are good guides for teacher instruction, they
lack predictive abilities (Callahan, 2006).
If school district personnel use achievement tests in the identification process,
students who score in the 80th percentile should pass the screening phase (Eby &
Smutny, 1990). These tests have low ceilings (Johnsen, 2004) and require additional
data to support admittance to a gifted program (Eby & Smutny).
Achievement tests are group tests that measure a minimal competence, based on
a norm group or pre-established criteria (Coleman & Cross, 2005). The results of these
tests are reported either as a percentile or grade equivalency (Callahan, 2006). A
percentile rank is used to report how well a student performs in comparison to the norm
group. If a student earns a rank of 96th percentile, he or she scored better than 95% of
the norm group. A grade equivalency score of 11.6 means the student performed as well
as the average student in Grade 11, month 6.
Achievement tests are designed for grades K-12 (Coleman & Cross, 2005) and,
if given to students upon entrance to school, may be unfair to the economically
disadvantaged, who may not have had an opportunity to acquire the knowledge that is
11

required by the test (Johnsen, 2004). This is why Eby and Smutny (1990) recommended
that educators who make use of achievement tests in the identification of gifted and
talented students should operate with a definition of giftedness as academic
achievement.
Some of the commonly used achievement tests are the: (a) Iowa Test of Basic
Skills (ITBS; Hoover, Hieronymous, Frisbie, & Dunbar; 2001, as cited in Callahan,
2006; Coleman & Cross, 2005; Strip, 2000); (b) Metropolitan Achievement Test, 8th
edition (Harcourt-Brace Education Measurement, 2001, as cited in Coleman & Cross;
Cohen & Spencier, 1994; Strip); and (c) California Achievement Test, 6th edition (CAT;
McGraw-Hill, 2003, as cited in Coleman & Cross; Strip). There are a few achievement
tests which are designed for the screening of gifted students: (a) Screening Assessment
for Gifted Elementary and Middle School Students (SAGES-2; Johnsen & Corn, 2001,
as cited in Callahan, 2006; Johnsen, 2004) and (b) Tests of Mathematical Abilities for
Gifted Students (TOMAGS; Ryser & Johnsen, 1998, as cited in Callahan; Johnsen).
Both of these tests are suitable for students between the ages of 6 and 12. Many
achievement tests have become high stakes tests; with this in mind, Cohen and Spencier
advised against the use of these tests to identify gifted and talented students.
Portfolios
A portfolio is a purposeful collection of a student’s work (Callahan, 2006;
Johnsen, 2004), which demonstrates progress (Cohen & Spencier, 1994). The student is
involved in the selection of his or her best work for the portfolio. The portfolio becomes
an anthology of the student’s work over time. The teacher assists the student in self12

reflection and establishes the criteria for work that is to become part of the collection
(Cohen & Spencier). Problems may occur in the gathering of portfolios, if the criteria
are not clear (Johnsen).
Observations/Behavioral Checklists
Teacher and parent observations are the most widely used assessment for the
identification of gifted and talented children (Eby & Smutny, 1990). While parents are
in the best position to observe children’s natural behaviors, teachers can become
effective when they are trained (Coleman & Cross, 2005; Roedell et al., 1980).
Parents and teachers are asked to complete a checklist of behaviors called a
rating scale (Coleman & Cross, 2005; Delisle & Lewis, 2003; Johnsen, 2004). In most
rating scales, approximately 20 behaviors are listed which are appropriate for
identification of students who will benefit from the gifted program offered (Eby &
Smutny, 1990). Some general behavioral characteristics are: (a) memorizes facts and
concepts quickly; (b) sticks with a task or project (Delisle & Lewis, 2003); (c) asks
endless questions; (d) has a sophisticated sense of humor (Winebrenner, 2001); and (e)
rebels against conformity (Delisle & Gabraith, 2002).
While there are several commercial checklists available, including: (a) Scales
for Identifying Gifted Students (SIGS, available in both English and Spanish; Ryser &
McConnell, 2004, as cited in Coleman & Cross, 2005; Johnsen, 2004) and (b) Gifted
and Talented Education Scales (GATES; Gilliam, Carpenter, & Christensen, 1996, as
cited in Coleman & Cross; Johnsen). The Scales for Rating the Behavioral
Characteristics of Superior Students (SRBCSS; Renzulli et al., 2002, as cited in
13

Matthews, 2006), a frequently used rating scale, can take 30 minutes to complete per
student (Matthews, 2006). District personnel may choose to develop a rating scale of
their own (Coleman & Cross).
A growing trend is to ask peers and/or the student to complete a rating scale as
well (Coleman & Cross, 2005; Delisle & Lewis, 2003; Johnsen, 2004). Peers may be
aware of projects or skills that exist outside of school because gifted and talented
students are gifted all the time.
Underrepresented
According to Ford and Milner (2005) and Johnsen (2004), there are
underrepresented groups in gifted and talented programs. Many culturally and
linguistically diverse and economically disadvantaged gifted students go unidentified
and unserved (Ford & Milner, 2005; Winebrenner, 2001). Cultural minorities are under
represented by about 50% in gifted programs across the country (Banks & Banks, 2004;
Johnsen, 2004; Valencia & Suzuki, 2001). This is due to a heavy reliance on culturally
biased tests (Delisle & Lewis, 2003; Roedell et al., 1980; Winebrenner, 2001), since
many are based on language and idioms with which these children may not be familiar
(Winebrenner). In addition to such tests, teachers are not trained to identify the
characteristics of giftedness in every student population. Also, it is known that
giftedness may manifest in different behaviors for members of these groups (Slocumb &
Payne, 2000b; Valencia & Suzuki, 2001).
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Hispanic American
Hispanic American is a general term for a particular group of people of color
(Banks & Banks, 2004). Yet, there are differences among these people that further
delineate them from each other: (a) country of origin, (b) social class, (c) family
dynamics, (d) racial distinctions, and (e) culture (Banks & Banks; Rakow, 2005). Also,
there are commonalities: (a) community centeredness, (b) strong ties to home, (c) a
focus on cooperation, (d) the importance of religion, and (e) an emphasis on oral
expression.
Identification Issues
It is these differences and values that often cause Hispanic American students to
be underrepresented in gifted education programs because their giftedness may be
manifested in different behaviors from those of the dominant culture (Cohen, 1990; Ford
& Moore, 2004). Another issue in the identification of Hispanic American students,
especially recent immigrants, is English proficiency (Harris, 1993; Johnsen, 2004;
Matthews, 2006). Acquisition of an additional language is a long and tedious process
(Harris), possibly as long as 3-7 years (Matthews). The tests that are used to identify
gifted and talented students are language burdensome and will cause these students to
score poorly (Castellano, 2004). Thirdly, often, Hispanic American students go
unidentified due to stereotypes, conscious or unconscious (Elhoweris, Mutua, Alsheikh
& Holloway, 2005; Matthews, 2006; Rakow, 2005) and, frequently, teachers have low
expectations for these students. Many students are aware of these expectations and
stereotypes and become unmotivated to do well (Rakow). Other issues that interfere
15

with the identification of gifted Hispanic American students are: (a) traditional customs
and gender roles; (b) peer expectations; (c) former educational experiences; (d)
socioeconomic status; (e) confusion over cultural changes (e.g., immigrants); and (f)
attitudes about current and past situations (e.g., immigrants; Harris).
Possible Manifestations of Giftedness
Hispanic American students share some behavioral characteristics with the
dominant culture, such as: (a) friendships with older students, (b) leadership skills, and
(c) expressiveness (Castellano, 1998). While there are some shared characteristics,
teachers need to be aware of the differences as well (Castellano; Shaklee, 2004).
Hispanic American students who are gifted respond well to concrete and kinesthetic
activities, as well as small group activities (Johnsen, 2004). These students possess the
ability to express their feelings and emotions through gestures and body language fluidly
and effectively. Gifted Hispanic American students may use rich informal language to
express themselves through story telling. Also, teachers should look for creative means
of expression: (a) role playing, (b) sociodramas, (c) visual arts, and (d) music. Another
aspect of giftedness demonstrated among Hispanic American students is street smarts or
the ability to survive and thrive in the Anglo American culture (Castellano). If an
English Language Learner (ELL) acquires English language skills more readily than his
or her peers or becomes a translator, teachers should recommend the student to the
gifted program (Castellano; Shaklee). Other possible manifestations of giftedness among
Hispanic Americans are: (a) enjoys experimentation; (b) is eager to share his or her
culture (Matthews, 2006); (c) improvises with common place materials (Johnsen, 2004);
16

(d) understands jokes and puns about cultural differences; and (e) is able to function
effectively in multiple cultural situations (Matthews).
Possible Resolutions
Experts recommend the use of several instruments in combination to identify
culturally and linguistically diverse gifted students (Castellano, 1998, 2004; Coleman &
Cross, 2005; Johnsen, 2004; Matthews, 2006; Valencia & Suzuki, 2001). Possible
instruments to use in the identification of Hispanic American students are: (a)
intelligence tests; (b) nonverbal tests; (c) portfolios; (d) rating scales; (e) interviews with
students and parents (Castellano, 1998; Johnsen, 2004); (f) past school performance; and
(g) input from the members of the cultural community with whom the student identifies
(Castellano).
Coleman and Cross (2005) suggested that the way intelligence tests are scored
should be changed; gifted culturally diverse students tend to score 1 standard deviation
below the mean score on standardized tests. However, Lohman (2005) stated that, “it
makes little sense to set different standards for achievement when students must live and
work in a common world” (p. 20). Instead, he suggested that the norm group be
changed. Students should be compared to others who have had the same opportunities
to develop knowledge and skills; thus, a younger cohort of students should be used for
comparison. A second suggestion made by Coleman and Cross was the idea of fair use.
They suggested that the scores of Hispanic American students who have been successful
in gifted programs be used in future identification of gifted Hispanic American students.
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Nonverbal intelligence tests show promise in the identification of culturally
diverse students (Banks & Banks, 2004; Johnsen, 2004). These tests were developed in
an effort to better identify diverse students (Cohen & Spencier, 1994). The
Comprehensive Test of Nonverbal Intelligence (C-TONI; Hammill, Pearson, &
Wiederholt, 1997, as cited in Johnsen) allows for spoken or pantomimed directions. The
content is presented in the form of pictures and geometric designs. Also, in the Test of
Nonverbal Intelligence-3 (TONI-3; Brown, Sherbenou, & Johnsen, 1997, as cited in
Coleman & Cross; Johnsen) directions are spoken or pantomimed. These tests have two
forms of 45 items each and take 15-20 minutes. Other nonverbal tests are: (a)
Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test (Naglieri, 2003, as cited in Colman & Cross; Gilman &
Kearney, 2004; Johnsen; Strip, 2000); (b) Raven’s Progressive Matrices Test (Raven,
Raven, & Styles, 1998, as cited in Coleman & Cross; Gilman & Kearney; Roedell et al.,
1980; Strip), and (c) Cattell Culture Fair Intelligence Test (Cattell, 1950, as cited in
Coleman & Cross).
Elliott, Argulewicz, and Tuaco (1986, as cited in Valencia & Suzuki, 2001)
suggested that rating scales are valuable in the identification of gifted Hispanic
Americans. These scales can be completed by teachers, parents, and community
members; however, Matthews (2006) warned that teachers should be trained in the
proper use of these scales, and evaluators should keep in mind that parents may
exaggerate. In addition, Matthews suggested that, if parents and community members
are asked to complete a rating scale, the scale should be provided in the home language.
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He cautioned that there are many dialects of Spanish, and a Spanish translation should
be provided for Mexican Spanish speakers.
In addition to the above, many programs have been started in local areas with the
help of the Jacob K Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education Act, or P.L. 100-297
(1988, as cited in Karnes & Nugent, 2004; Shaklee, 1993), which provides funding for
research, development, and leadership in the areas of: (a) economically disadvantaged,
(b) ELL, and (c) twice exceptional gifted education. One example is Discovering
Individual Strengths and Capabilities through Observation while allowing for Varied
Ethnic Responses (DISCOVER) developed by Maker (1992, as cited in Coleman &
Cross, 2005; Sarouphim, 2004). The DISCOVER is aligned with Gardner’s (1983, as
cited in Coleman & Cross and Sarouphim) theory of Multiple Intelligences. Five
subtests are used; three take place in small groups, while two are administered to the
whole group, to collect data about: (a) spatial intelligence; (b) linguistic intelligence;
and (c) logical-mathematic intelligence (Coleman & Cross; Sarouphim). Another
program is the Early Assessment for Exceptional Potential of Young Minority and/or
Economically Disadvantage Students (EAEP; Shaklee, Barbour, Viechnicki, Ambrose,
Rohrer, & Whitemore, 1993, as cited in Shaklee), which is based on the assumption that
there are 18 universal characteristics of giftedness (Coleman & Cross). These 18
universals represent 4 categories: (a) exceptional learner of knowledge, (b) exceptional
user of knowledge, (c) exceptional generator of knowledge, and (d) exceptional
motivation for knowledge (Shaklee). A portfolio of seven pieces of evidence is
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collected, for each child, from at least four stakeholders. The EAEP trainers prepare
teachers with knowledge about: (a) exceptional potential, (b) cultural diversity, (c)
portfolio assessment, and (d) differentiation (Shaklee).
A nondiscriminatory identification process should include: (a) early and
continuous identification, (b) both quantitative and qualitative data, (c) professional and
nonprofessional experts in a variety of fields with knowledge about the behaviors and
needs of gifted students, and (d) a review of all data before a decision is made
(Matthews, 2006; Valencia & Suzuki, 2001). Above all, the goal needs to be one of
inclusion, not exclusion (Johnsen, 2004; Matthews; Valencia & Suzuki; Winebrenner,
2001). It is imperative that evaluators and educators have cultural knowledge in regard
to the student so they can understand: (a) the ways giftedness might be manifested, (b)
the needs of the child, and (c) the challenges the child may face (Harmon, 2004;
Valencia & Suzuki). To become aware of students’ cultures, teachers must first become
aware of their own culture (Harmon, 2004), and Matthews cited Howard (1999) and
Noel (2000), who reported that most Anglo Americans tend to believe that they have no
culture. In addition, clinicians must be trained in the latest versions of the tests,
including the strengths and weaknesses of the tests and procedures to obtain the broadest
range of intellectual indicators (Valencia & Suzuki). Translators should be provided, if
needed, and information about the student’s background should be included in the final
report.
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Students of Poverty
In Poverty in the United States: 2002, a report issued by the U.S. Census Bureau
(as cited in Proctor & Dalaker, 2003), poverty is on the rise. In 2001, the number of
children under the age of 18 who lived in poverty was 11.7 million; by 2002, that
number had increased to 12.1 million.
Whereas the majority of people would define poverty as the lack of money,
Payne (1998) defined poverty as the degree to which an individual lacks resources.
These resources include: (a) financial, (b) emotional, (c) mental, (d) spiritual, (e)
physical, (f) a support system, (g) relationships/role models, and (h) knowledge of
hidden rules.
Identification Issues
Underrepresentation occurs because, generally, students who live in poverty
have not had the opportunities afforded to their middle and upper class peers (Slocumb
& Payne, 2000a). These opportunities may include: (a) use of home computers, (b)
visits to zoos and museums, (c) attendance at preschool programs, (d) availability of
reading material in the home, and (e) being read to by a parent (Pellino, n.d.).
Participation in these activities provides the background knowledge that prepares
students for success, not only in school, but also on standardized tests.
Another issue that interferes with the identification of students from poverty is
irregular school attendance (Pellino, n.d.). As a result, students may not gain the
academic skills that teachers look for or know the hidden rules of school, which can
result in behavioral problems (Slocumb & Payne, 2000b). A major contribution to
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irregular attendance is mobility (Pellino). As parents move to find work, affordable
housing, or an escape from a bad situation, children lack the opportunity to develop
appropriate social skills (Pellino; Slocumb & Payne). Also, these types of situations
may cause the student to appear unmotivated, which is a characteristic that teachers do
not associate with gifted students.
Possible Manifestations of Giftedness
The manifestations of giftedness among students of poverty may be viewed as
negative behaviors by school personnel (Slocumb & Payne, 2000b). A gifted student,
who knows only how to use casual register and informal English to express him or
herself, may use inappropriate language on a regular basis, the same student may tell
elaborate stories that do not follow a logical sequence. A gifted student’s diction aids in
the story because it is rich in imagery (Johnsen, 2004).
Often, when a gifted student of poverty is reprimanded for misconduct, he or she
will laugh (Slocumb & Payne, 2000b). When he or she is corrected, the student may
become angry. Boys may act out in class or become cynical or sarcastic, while girls
may withdraw into themselves. Frequently, these students identify with the anti-hero
and see the anti-hero as the victim. This point of view is seen as unusual by the teacher,
although it is an assertion of the student’s independence (Johnsen, 2004).
Other behavioral characteristics of gifted students from poverty include: (a)
difficulty in following directions; (b) impatience; (c) difficulty in paying attention; (d)
an affinity for graffiti (Slocumb & Payne, 2000b); (e) an ability to improvise when
problem solving; and (f) high mathematic skills (Johnsen, 2004). These are in addition
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to the more commonly observed and accepted behavioral characteristics of gifted and
talented students.
Possible Resolutions
To identify more students from poverty for gifted programs, it is important to
examine the home environment (Slocumb & Payne, 2000a; 2000b). Slocumb and Payne
(1999, as cited in Slocumb & Payne, 2000b) developed an Environmental Opportunities
Profile (EOP), which can be used to inventory the resources available to the child. A
school representative interviews a parent or guardian, preferably in their home; if this is
not possible, the interview may take place by phone. The interviewer asks a series of
questions that range from how many windows are in the home to how long the caregiver
has been employed at his or her current job. Each response is scored on a 3 point scale,
for a total of 66 points. If the student receives 33 or more points, then his or her
standardized test score is perceived as invalid due to a lack of opportunity at home; if he
or she receives less than 33 points, it is believed that the standardized score is accurate.
The EOP (Slocumb & Payne, 2000a; 2000b) is only one piece in a body of
evidence which should be examined. Nonverbal assessment, discussed earlier, provides
a means to measure abilities without the student being overwhelmed with formal register
(Stormont et al., 2001). Another instrument which shows potential in the identification
of gifted students with impoverished backgrounds is the portfolio (Slocumb & Payne,
2000b).
The myth is that the parents of students who live in poverty do not care
(Slocumb & Payne, 2000b). However, communication with these parents can be a tool
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to improve the identification of impoverished students. Many of these parents do not
know about these programs, nor that they can ask that their child be assessed for
enrollment. Another way to increase identification of students from poverty is for
school district personnel to move toward whole class screening (Slocumb & Payne,
2000a). As with all gifted students, it is important to identify these students early
(Slocumb & Payne, 2000b).
Chapter Summary
In this review of literature, the common instruments used in the identification of
gifted and talented students are discussed. Also addressed are the underrepresentation of
Hispanic American students and students from poverty in gifted and talented programs,
with suggestions for ways to change the situation. As Coleman and Cross (2005) and
Stormont et al. (2001) observed, often, the two populations are the same people. In
Chapter 3, the method used to develop this project is described.
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Chapter 3
METHOD
During an in-service, teachers were made aware of: (a) identification
instruments that are currently used, (b) the characteristics of gifted Hispanic American
students and students of poverty, and (c) alternative identification processes. It was the
intent of this researcher to inform teachers about the causes of and possible resolutions
to address the underrepresentation of Hispanic American and poverty students for gifted
and talented programs through the use of a PowerPoint presentation.
Target Audience
This project is designed for new teachers, teachers new to a school with a large
Hispanic American student population and students of poverty population, and teachers
with little or no training in gifted education. Also, administrators may be interested in
this project as a means to improve the education of the members of minority
populations.
Goals and Procedures
The goal of this project was to inform teachers of procedures used to identify
gifted and talented students, especially those who are of minority status in the general
population. To achieve this goal, a PowerPoint presentation was developed to provide
information during a prescribed inservice. The PowerPoint contains information about
commonly used instruments of identification, the current demographics of the school
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district and the nation, and instruments which could be used to possibly resolve the
underrepresentation situation.
This researcher contacted several authors to request permission to use some
worksheets, which were created for the identification of gifted students in general and
those who live in poverty in particular. Also, behavior scales, which this researcher has
developed, were presented to the teachers during the in-service.
Peer Assessment
Assessment of the PowerPoint presentation was obtained from three colleagues.
One colleague is a trained gifted and talented specialist who works in the classroom with
gifted students. The second reviewer is a trained gifted and talented specialist who is
currently assigned to a coaching position and works with teachers. Finally, a teacher
with no training in gifted education was asked to assess the PowerPoint.
A copy of the PowerPoint was given to each reviewer. Each was asked to
examine it for accuracy, efficiency, and clarity. The reviewers provided informal
comments and suggestions to the researcher, which are discussed in Chapter 5.
Chapter Summary
The education gap remains the topic of conversations and research. This
researcher used knowledge gained through her review of the literature to provide
information and tools to fellow educators to aid in the identification of Hispanic
American students, as well as students who live in poverty, for gifted and talented
programs. The PowerPoint presentation is provided in Chapter 4.

26

Chapter 4
RESULTS
Introduction
This researcher’s intent is to inform educators of: (a) current trends in the
identification of gifted and talented students, and (b) changes that could possibly
increase the identification of gifted Hispanic American students and gifted students
living in poverty. Research has shown that these students are underrepresented in gifted
and talented programs (Ford & Whiting, 2006; Stormont, Stebbins, & Holliday, 2001;
Valencia & Suzuki, 2001).
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PowerPoint Presentation

IDENTIFICATION OF HISPANIC AMERICAN STUDENTS AND
STUDENTS OF POVERTY FOR GIFTED AND TALENTED
PROGRAMS
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Why identify gifted students?
• All students deserve to learn
• They have special needs
• It is the right thing to do
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Current Identification Instruments
• Intelligence Tests (StanfordBinet and Wechsler)
• Achievement Tests (Iowa
Basic Skills Test, Scholastic
Achievement Test, Colorado
Student Assessment Program,
etc.)
• Teacher Nominations
• Parent Nominations
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Issues with Identification Instruments

• Tests rely heavily on English fluency and opportunity
• Many teachers are not knowledgeable about gifted characteristics
• Many parents are unaware of identification procedures and available
programs
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A few Common Characteristics of Giftedness
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Extensive & Detailed memory
Asks intelligent questions
Learns quickly
Has a large quantity of information
Sees connections
Finds & Solves unusual problems
Is curious
Is reflective about learning
Has sustained interests
Enjoys solving complex problems
Understands abstract ideas and concepts
Self-motivated
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Nationwide School Age Hispanic Americans
• 2001 = 72,314,000
• 2002 = 72,628,000
• 2003 = 73,312,000
• 2004 = 73,580,000

Data from http://censtats.census.gov/pub/Profiles.shtml
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Hispanic American Students in the District
• In 2001, the district’s Hispanic
American population was
5,219 (Colorado Department of
Education)

12,000

10,000

• In 2006, the population had
grown to 6,949

8,000

Total
Students
Hispanic
Students

6,000

• These students make up 65%
of the district’s student
population

4,000

2,000

• These students represent 42%
of the identified gifted and
talented population (Adams
County School District 50)

0
2001
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2003

2005

HISPANIC AMERICAN: POSSIBLE CHARACTERISTICS
OF GIFTEDNESS
• Express feelings and emotions fluidly through gestures
and body language
• Use rich informal language to tell stories
• Use creative means of expression (e.g., sociodramas,
role playing, art, music, etc.)
• Learn English Language skills quickly (immigrants)
• Translate for others (immigrants)
• Can function in many cultural situations
• Eager to share own culture
• Can succeed in dominant culture
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HISPANIC AMERICAN: IDENTIFICATION INSTRUMENTS
•

Non-verbal Intelligence Tests (e.g., Naglieri, TONI-3, C-TONI, Raven’s
Matrix, etc.)

•

Behavior Rating Scales (see Appendices A, B, and C)

•

Portfolios

•

Program DISCOVER (Discovering Individual Strengths and Capabilities
through Observation while allowing for Varied Ethnic Response) designed
by Maker (1992 as cited by Coleman & Cross, 2005)

•

Program EAEP (Early Assessment for Exceptional Potential) developed by
Shaklee, Barbour, Viechnicki, Ambrose, Rohrer, & Whitemore (Shaklee,
1993)

•

Peer/Self Nomination
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Children Living in Poverty Nationwide
• 2002 = 12,132,645
• 2003 =12,865,806
• 2004 = 13,041,492
• 2005 = 12,896,247

Data from http://censtats.census.gov/pub/Profiles.shtml

.
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Students of ACSD 50 Living in Poverty
• In 2003, the district had 5,989
students eligible for free and
reduced lunch (Colorado
Department of Education)

12000

10000

• By 2006, that number had
grown to 7,231

Student
Population

8000

Eligible for Free
& Reduced
Lunch
Not Eligible for
Free & Reduced
Lunch

6000

4000

• This is nearly 71% of the
students
• These students are roughly
48% of the identified gifted and
talented population (Adams
County School District 50)

2000

0
2003

2004

2005

2006

There are two forms of poverty:
(a) long term (generational)
(b) short term (situational)
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Possible Characteristics of Gifted Students Living in
Poverty
• Use of colorful and inappropriate language to express
himself/herself
• Use of illogical sequencing
• Laughing when reprimanded
• Becomes angry when corrected
• Has an affinity for graffiti
• Identifies with the anti-hero and sees the anti-hero as the victim
• Has an unusual point of view
• May be impatient
• Improvises with common materials
• May have difficulty paying attention
• May have high mathematics skills
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Students from Poverty: Identification Instruments
• Non-verbal Intelligence Tests (TONI-3, C-TONI, Naglieri)
• Portfolios
• Environmental Opportunities Profile or EOP – designed by Slocumb
and Payne (see Appendix D)
• Behavior Rating Scales (see Appendix E)
• Peer/Self Nomination
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Why do We Need to do Something Different?

Chapter Summary
In order to ensure success for all students, we must identify not only deficits but
also strengths. All students are not alike, they are not all ready to learn upon entering
school, and they will not all learn at the same rate; however, all students can learn and
deserve to learn. Students must be met where they are and guided to the next level, even
if this puts a few students ahead of the others. As educators, we all agree that no child
should be left behind; however, as Banks and Banks (2004) so eloquently stated, “A
mind is a terrible thing to erase” (pp. 379-380). This is what will happen if gifted
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students, both Hispanic American and those living in poverty, are not identified and
serviced. They will lose interest, become bored, and dropout either emotionally,
mentally, or physically. In Chapter 5 the researcher provides a discussion of the
completed project.
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Chapter 5
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this project was to inform educators about: (a) current practices
in identification of gifted and talented students, (b) underrepresentation of Hispanic
American students and students living in poverty in programs for the gifted and talented,
and (c) practices which, if adopted, could increase the representation of these students in
gifted and talented programs. The presentation addresses national demographics, while
focusing on practices within the local school district.
During this researcher’s 9 years of teaching in Adams County School District 50,
she has wondered if she was doing the right thing for her more able students. She was
differentiating to the best of her ability. She even enrolled in workshops and classes on
differentiation. Still, something did not feel right.
Inservices, meetings, and hallway conversations focused on doing more to aid
low performing students to reach grade level, but never what could be done for the
higher achieving student, until recently. Then the questions began:
1. Who were these students?
2. What did they need?
3. Were they in the same classes?
4. How many of them were there?
5. How do we know who they are?
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With these questions and similar ones this researcher began to think of her own
experiences with school and gifted and talented family and friends. These discussions
grew.
Contribution of this Project
The PowerPoint presentation is one small step toward reducing the
underrepresentation of Hispanic American students and students from poverty in the
gifted and talented program of Adams County School District 50. The remaining work
is in the hands of a better informed teaching staff. The presentation demonstrats not
only the existence of this problem, but also, the means with which to begin the work of
resolving the problem. The effectiveness of this presentation will be determined by
time; however, comments from colleagues about how interesting and informative the
presentation is are encouraging to this researcher.
Limitations
There are several limitations to this project. The following limitations are related
to the ability to generalize the findings.
1. While the district has a large Hispanic American population, there is no
consideration given to the differences that may exist between native born
Hispanic students and immigrant Hispanic students.
2.

Although the two forms of poverty are mentioned, it is not clear if students

living in the different forms may behave differently; this is an area that needs
further research.
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Peer Assessment
The PowerPoint presentation was sent to three peers for review and suggestions.
One evaluator is trained in gifted and talented education, while working as a literacy
coach in Adams County School District 50. The second evaluator is trained in gifted
and talented education and works with gifted students in the classroom. The final
evaluator has no previous training in gifted and talented education and teaches in a
classroom in Adams County School District 50. The evaluators trained in gifted
education had suggestions to add information to the presentation. One of these
suggestions was to add self recommendation to the possible identification slides, which
this researcher did. This is a new process that is showing promise. A second
recommendation was to expand on the benefits of the Naglieri and COgat, as well as,
why parents are a better source of information. The two who work within Adams
County School District 50 were impressed. Both thought the demographics of the
district were important to know and were shocked that they did not know this
information already. One also suggested applying for a copyright on Observation
Instrument Teacher Form: Hispanic American and Observation Instrument Teacher
Form: Students Living in Poverty. All three evaluators believed that the conclusions
drawn by the author were very strong.
Recommendations for Future Development
The PowerPoint presentation developed for this project is only the first step in
informing educators about the identification of gifted students of culturally different
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backgrounds. Ideas to continue this process and improve identification of gifted
students of all backgrounds are:
1.

the addition of other cultural minority populations

2.

include parents and guardians in future training

3.

monitor the demographics of the gifted and talented program

4.

adopt/develop a peer identification process

5.

continue conversations regarding students strengths and behaviors

Other suggestions to improve the presentation include:
1.

A handout of the PowerPoint would provide a space for notes and ideas.

2.

Placing one possible characteristic at a time on the slide would give the
audience members time to think about a student who displays that
characteristic. This pacing would also keep the audience members
attention on the comments of the presenter.

3.

Response to the presentation can be gathered with an exit card. The
comments could be used to improve the presentation as well as measure
the effectiveness.

4.

Teachers could also be given a follow up survey 3 months later to
evaluate the lasting effect, change in viewpoint of students, and desired
follow up.
Project Summary

This project has several strengths; among them are the knowledge of the
researcher, the organization of the PowerPoint, and the quality of the information. Other
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strengths are the awareness of district demographics and procedures that the presentation
creates and the use of graphs to visually represent current statistics.
The beginning and end of a school year are extremely busy, and few teachers’
minds are on the inservices. This presentation would better serve teaches a week or two
into the school year. At that point, teachers are not concerned about being ready for the
first day with students, and yet, it is still early enough for students to benefit from these
practices.
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APPENDIX A
Observation Instrument
Teacher Form: Hispanic American
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OBSERVATION INSTRUMENT
TEACHER FORM: HISPANIC AMERICAN
Student name_______________________________________ Grade Level__________
Teacher name ______________________________________ Date ________________

Almost Always

Frequently

Occasionally

Seldom or Never

Linguistic
ability to understand jokes and puns about
cultural and language differences

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

eagerness to translate

4

3

2

1

express feelings

4

3

2

1

expressive speech

4

3

2

1

extensive vocabulary

4

3

2

1

rich informal language

4

3

2

1

communicates in role-play, story telling,
socio-dramas

Arts and Bodily-kinesthetic
enjoyment of and ability in creative
4

3

2

1

enjoyment of and ability in music

movement

4

3

2

1

enjoyment of and skills in visual arts

4

3

2

1

responsive to body language

4

3

2

1

abstract thinker

4

3

2

1

enjoys experimentation

4

3

2

1

improvises with common place materials

4

3

2

1

manipulates ideas

4

3

2

1

persistence in problem solving

4

3

2

1

sees connections/relationships

4

3

2

1

responds to concrete kinesthetic

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

social development lagging

4

3

2

1

trouble finding peers

4

3

2

1

trouble identifying with age mates

4

3

2

1

responds emotionally

4

3

2

1

Logic

Interpersonal
eagerness to share own culture
effective functioning in several cultural
contexts
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Student name_______________________________________ Grade Level__________
Teacher name ______________________________________ Date ________________
Almost Always

Frequently

Occasionally

Seldom or Never

concern for social issues

4

3

2

1

curious about ideas

4

3

2

1

Curious about information

4

3

2

1

Does not give up easily

4

3

2

1

Does not need repetition of information

4

3

2

1

Eager to work

4

3

2

1

goal-oriented

4

3

2

1

goes above teacher expectations

4

3

2

1

has interests in many topics

4

3

2

1

Inquisitive

4

3

2

1

is a perfectionist

4

3

2

1

is a self starter

4

3

2

1

is highly creative

4

3

2

1

learns at a faster rate than his/her peers

4

3

2

1

offers clever and unusual response

4

3

2

1

Questions and pushes for more information

4

3

2

1

seeks answers

4

3

2

1

sets own goals

4

3

2

1

Sticks to a task

4

3

2

1

strives to meet high standards

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

Other Characteristics

understands subtleties of language in his/her
primary language
uses formal register to communicate with
others

Do you have any comments to share about this student?
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APPENDIX B
Scales for Identifying Gifted Students
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Reprinted with the permission of Prufrock Press Inc. (see Appendix F).
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Appendix C
Scales for Identifying Gifted Students
Spanish Edition
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Reprinted with permission of Prufrock Press Inc. (see Appendix F).
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APPENDIX D
Environmental Opportunities Profile
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Reprinted with Permission. Hear Our Cry, Boys in Crisis, Copyright 2004 by aha!
Process, Inc. All rights reserved. (see Appendix F).
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Appendix E
Observation Instrument
Teacher Form: Students Living in Poverty
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OBSERVATION INSTRUMENT
TEACHER FORM
Student name_______________________________________ Grade Level__________
Teacher name ______________________________________ Date ________________
Almost
Always

Frequently

Occasionally

Seldom or Never

4

3

2

1

expressive in casual register

4

3

2

1

"smart mouth" - destructive humor

4

3

2

1

tells stories

4

3

2

1

uninhibited expressions of opinion

4

3

2

1

discerns patterns in human behavior

4

3

2

1

likes to stump people with hard questions

4

3

2

1

questions authority; unwilling to follow rules

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

may display low self-image

4

3

2

1

questioning attitude

4

3

2

1

questions fairness

4

3

2

1

strong sense of justice as defined by poverty

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

Linguistics
creates original jokes, often imitates people
or events mimics accurately

Interpersonal

Logic-Mathematical
ability to see relationships and detect
patterns
resourceful and/or clever use of materials
Social Norms
has affinity for graffiti
high risk-taker; unafraid to break rules and
challenge authority and others
makes decisions quickly without regard for
consequences

stubborn; does not do what needs to be done
because he/she is not through with his/her
priorities
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Learning
identifies with anti-hero, sees anti-hero as a
victim
learns quickly when sees relevance

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

questions focus on relationships, extensive
4

3

2

1

unexpected or unusual points of view

memory of people and conversations

4

3

2

1

unusual presentation of ideas

4

3

2

1

Frequently

Occasionally

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

Almost
Always
Other Characteristics
concern for social issues
curious about ideas
Curious about information
Does not give up easily
Does not need repetition of information
Eager to work
goal-oriented
goes above teacher expectations
has interests in many topics
Inquisitive
is a perfectionist
is a self starter
is highly creative
learns at a faster rate than his/her peers
offers clever and unusual response
Questions and pushes for more information
seeks answers
sets own goals
Sticks to a task
strives to meet high standards
understands subtleties of language in his/her
primary language
uses formal register to communicate with
others

Do you have any comments to share about this student?

75

Seldom or
Never

Appendix F
E-mails Granting Permission to Include Copyrighted Materials
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